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1. Introduction 

This document provides goals and strategies for natural resource mitigation of impacts by the US 50 Tier 1 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Build Alternatives. After approval, these goals and mitigation 
strategies will remain in effect until officially revised or rescinded by the US 50 Agency Working Group. While 
these mitigation strategies are tied to the roadway improvements, they also provide a framework for future, 
collaborative planning efforts by key stakeholders for natural resource related issues in the Lower Arkansas 
River Valley. The following sections provide: 

• Project background 

• A summary of projected natural resource impacts 

• Natural resource mitigation goals 

• Mitigation strategies to accomplish these goals 

• Guidance on how the implementation of mitigation goals and strategies may be accomplished 

1.1. Project Background 
The US 50 Corridor East Tier 1 EIS (US 50 Tier 1 
EIS) was initiated by the Colorado Department of 
Transportation (CDOT) and the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA). The purpose of the Tier 1 
EIS is to provide, within the framework of the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), a 
corridor location decision (not a roadway 
alignment decision) for U.S. Highway 50 (US 50) 
from Pueblo to the vicinity of the Colorado-Kansas 
state line (see Figure 1-1) that CDOT and 
communities along the US 50 corridor can use to 
plan and program future improvements, preserve 
right of way, pursue funding opportunities, and 
allow for resource planning efforts. The US 50 Tier 
1 EIS officially began in January 2006 when the 
Notice of Intent was published in the Federal 
Register. 

The remainder of this section provides additional 
background about the US 50 Tier 1 EIS, including 
the project area, the Agency Working Group, the 
Build Alternatives, estimated natural resource 
impacts, and goals for the project’s mitigation activities. 

1.1.1. US 50 Project Area 
The project area for the US 50 Tier 1 EIS has been defined as one to four miles wide surrounding the 
existing US 50 facility and extending from Pueblo, Colorado, at I-25 to the Colorado-Kansas state line (see 
Figure 1-2). The project area encompasses the study area limits, which is where the Tier 1 corridor 
alternatives considered by this project would be located. The study area is 1,000 feet wide centered on the 
corridor alternatives, beginning on or near the existing US 50 at I-25 in Pueblo, Colorado, and extending to 
just east of Holly, Colorado, in the vicinity of the Colorado-Kansas state line. 

The project area traverses nine municipalities and four counties in southeastern Colorado, including Pueblo 
County, Otero County, Bent County, Prowers County, the city of Pueblo, the town of Fowler, the town of 
Manzanola, the city of Rocky Ford, the town of Swink, the city of La Junta, the city of Las Animas, the town 
of Granada, and the town of Holly. The project area does not include the city of Lamar. 

Figure 1-1. US 50 from Pueblo, Colorado, to the 
Kansas State Line 
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Figure 1-2. US 50 Tier 1 EIS Project Area 

 

A separate Environmental Assessment (EA), the US 287 at Lamar Reliever Route Environmental 
Assessment, includes both US 50 and US 287 in this area, since they share the same alignment. The 
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for the project was signed November 10, 2014. The EA/FONSI 
identified a proposed action that bypasses the city of Lamar to the east. The proposed action of the US 287 
at Lamar Reliever Route Environmental Assessment begins at the southern end of US 287 near County 
Road (CR) C-C and extends nine miles to State Highway (SH) 196. Therefore, alternatives at Lamar are not 
considered in this US 50 Tier 1 EIS. 

This project area was approved by the lead agencies and other project stakeholders during US 50 Tier 1 EIS 
scoping activities. 

1.2. Agency Working Group 
The Agency Working Group was formed in September 2005 to help coordinate decision making on 
resources issues and to provide input in the form of technical expertise on resources within each 
participating agency’s legal or regulatory jurisdiction. The goal of this interagency process was to deliver a 
Tier 1 EIS that meets the purpose and need of the project, includes sound decisions, addresses the 
concerns of participating agencies, and meets the regulatory requirements of those agencies. Agency 
representatives signed an Agency Charter Agreement that signified their interest in participating in this 
interagency process. The agencies that signed the charter became members of the Agency Working Group, 
and they are listed below. 

• Colorado Department of Transportation 

• Federal Highway Administration 

• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

• U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

• Colorado State Historic Preservation Officer 

• U.S. Forest Service 

• Natural Resources Conservation Service 

• Colorado Parks and Wildlife (formerly Colorado Division of Wildlife and Colorado State Parks) 

• Colorado State Land Board 

• Bureau of Land Management 

• Colorado Department of Local Affairs 

The charter details the role of the Agency Working Group in project decision making, identifies their 
responsibilities, and describes how group members will work together. It also calls on group members to 
provide input at key project milestone points, and one of those milestone points involves mitigation activities. 
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1.3. Build Alternatives 
Throughout this report, reference is made to the Build Alternatives, which generally are encompassed in a 
1,000-foot-wide corridor within which future improvements to US 50 will be made. The ultimate roadway 
footprint (i.e., alignment) for future improvements is expected to use only 250 feet (approximately 25 
percent) of this 1,000-foot width, which will be identified during Tier 2 studies. The Build Alternatives consist 
of constructing a four-lane expressway on the existing US 50 at I-25 in Pueblo, Colorado, to approximately 
one mile east of Holly, Colorado. The Build Alternatives would relocate US 50 from its current through-town 
routes to an around-town route at Fowler, Manzanola, Rocky Ford, Swink, La Junta, Las Animas, Granada, 
and Holly. Between towns, the highway generally would be improved along its existing route, with the 
exception of near Fort Reynolds, where there is an alternative to realign the roadway to the south. Figure 1-3 
reflects the Build Alternatives as proposed. 
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Figure 1-3. Build Alternatives 

No around-town general corridor alternatives were developed for Lamar. Lamar has been studied in a separate EA, titled 
US 287 at Lamar Reliever Route Environmental Assessment, which was signed on August 15, 2013. 
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1.4. Natural Resource Setting 
The following narrative provides a brief overview of the natural resources found in the project area. More 
information can be found the US 50 Tier 1 EIS Biological Resources Technical Memorandum in Appendix A. 

The US 50 project area is characterized by rolling plains and tablelands of moderate relief that gradually 
slope east from the base of the Rocky Mountains to the central United States. The project area ranges in 
elevation from 4,446 feet at Pueblo to 3,350 feet at Holly. The plains consist of sediments deposited by 
rivers that drained and eroded the Rocky Mountains (NRCS 2006). Today, the plains generally are flat with 
occasional valleys, canyons, lava-capped plateaus, and buttes. In many areas, the rolling shale plain is 
mantled by loess or windblown sand, alluvium, and outwash (NRCS 2006). 

Eastern Colorado lies within the rain shadow east of the Rocky Mountains. The climate of the Great Plains 
grasslands is a semi-arid regime with characteristic low relative humidity, abundant sunshine, infrequent 
rains and snow, moderate to high wind movement, and a large seasonal range in temperature (CCC 2007). 
The moisture and soil temperature regimes are described as ustic or aridic and mesic, respectively (NRCS 
2006). 

Existing land uses or vegetation cover types within the project area fall into 10 general classifications: 
agricultural lands, grasslands, riparian or wetlands, shrublands, woodlands, open water, rock outcrops, 
disturbed, urban, and rural. Woodlands and rock outcrop cover types represent a small fraction of the project 
area. Therefore, they are not expected to be impacted and are not discussed in this document. Urban and 
rural community types are inhabited by people. While they do provide some habitat for some generalist 
wildlife and bird species, they do not provide habitat critical to the survival of plant or animal species in the 
US 50 project area. Therefore, these land cover types also are not discussed further in this document. 

Agricultural lands represent approximately 50 percent of the current land use within the US 50 project area. 
These lands consist primarily of cultivated crops, as well as rangelands, pasture, and hay production 
areas—including grasses, alfalfa, or mixtures planted for livestock grazing. Large blocks of agricultural land 
generally are found west of the Huerfano River, from Fowler to Timpas Creek (west of La Junta) and from 
Las Animas to Lamar. The land use from Lamar east to Holly is mostly agricultural with large areas of 
grassland and shrubland scattered between the two towns. 

Grassland is a major land cover type in the US 50 project area, representing approximately 22 percent of the 
total land use. The primary type of grassland is the western Great Plains shortgrass prairie. This grassland 
occurs primarily on flat to rolling uplands with loamy, ustic soils ranging in texture from sandy to clayey 
(NRCS 2006). Native, drought-resistant species form the basis of this ecosystem with key species such as 
blue grama (Bouteloua gracilis) dominating (SWReGAP 2006, NSE 2007). Large areas of grasslands occur 
from Pueblo east to the Pueblo-Otero county line, east of the Timpas River to west of Las Animas, north of 
John Martin Reservoir, and east of Holly. Grasslands are used primarily for grazing domestic livestock 
(mostly beef cattle), but also provide forage and cover for wildlife. 

Shrublands represent 7 percent of the US 50 project area. 
In general, these shrublands are similar in terms of 
vegetation composition to grasslands except for the 
abundance and visual dominance of woody plants. This 
type of community also is referred to as a “steppe.” The 
prominence of shrubs influences the types of birds and 
mammals likely to use an area. Shrublands in the project 
area are used primarily for grazing domestic livestock 
(mostly beef cattle), but also provide important forage and 
cover for wildlife. The western Great Plains sandhill 
shrubland, also known as sand sage, represents 69 
percent of the total shrubland habitat within the US 50 
project area (see Figure 1-4). Sand sage shrublands occur 
on well-drained, deep sandy soils that often are associated 
with dune systems or historic floodplains and are 

Sand sage habitat near Granada State Wildlife Area. 

 

 
Figure 1-4. Sand Sage Habitat 

Prowers County 
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characterized by a sparse to moderately dense woody layer dominated by sand sage (SWReGAP 2006). 
Large areas of sand sage (Artemisia filifolia) are found east of Pueblo between La Junta and Las Animas, 
and between Lamar and Granada south of US 50. 

Wetland and riparian areas represent approximately 14 percent of the total US 50 project area. The density 
of trees and width of the riparian corridor typically are greatest along the larger perennial streams, such as 
the Arkansas River, Purgatoire River, Huerfano River, Big Sandy Creek, Apishapa River, and Timpas Creek. 
Intermittent streams often support a discontinuous riparian community in which trees occur in small clumps 
and are often replaced by riparian shrubs. Areas of high groundwater frequently support emergent wetlands, 
some of which have been invaded by salt cedar (Tamarix ramosissima). A detailed discussion of 
wetland/riparian areas found in the US 50 project area can be found in the US 50 Tier 1 EIS Wetland and 
Riparian Resources Technical Memorandum in Appendix A. 

Although wetlands are considered an aquatic habitat, for the purposes of this plan, open water, streams, and 
rivers comprise aquatic habitats in the US 50 project area. This habitat type also includes the mudflats and 
beaches that frequently occur adjacent to open water at different times of the year due to drawdown, 
evaporation, or both. Open or standing water accounts for a small percentage of the land in the project area. 
It includes a small portion of the John Martin Reservoir, natural and created ponds, lakes, and other 
reservoirs. Major rivers in the project area include the Arkansas River, which parallels the existing US 50, 
and the Huerfano River, which crosses it. Other relatively large streams in or near the project area include 
Granada Creek, Purgatoire River, St. Charles River, Timpas Creek, and the Apishapa River. The majority of 
the streams within the project corridor support warmwater fisheries. Generally, these prairie streams have 
broad floodplains, low current velocities, and high turbidity. Their floodplains typically are cultivated almost to 
the streambanks, with narrow bands of woody species along the active channels. 

Approximately 322 different bird species, 12 amphibian species, 40 reptile species, and 74 mammal species 
could potentially occur in the US 50 project area (NDIS 2007). Many of the bird species that have been 
observed in the project area only occur during the spring or fall migrations (or both) because the project area 
is located along a principal route of the central flyway. The central flyway is a key migration route for many 
bird species between breeding grounds in the north and wintering areas in the south. 

A total of 31 special-status species occur, or potentially occur, in the US 50 project area. These include three 
amphibian species, 11 bird species, five fish species, five mammal species, and seven reptile species. 
Special-status species include state and federally listed threatened species, endangered species, and 
candidate plant and animal species, as well as state listed species of concern. No threatened or endangered 
plant species have been documented in the project area. 

Based on their relative value to resident and migratory wildlife and bird species, the most important habitat 
types that occur in the US 50 project area are grasslands (i.e., shortgrass prairie), shrublands (i.e., sand 
sage), wetland/riparian areas, aquatic habitats, and agricultural lands. These habitat types are considered 
essential for the following reasons: 

• Temperate grasslands, such as shortgrass prairie communities, have been identified as one of the 
world’s most imperiled ecosystems by The Nature Conservancy (TNC) due to the lack of protection 
given to them (Neely et al. 2006). In fact, several shortgrass prairie community types in Colorado are 
considered vulnerable or imperiled (S3 or S2), though their occurrence within the US 50 project area is 
currently undocumented. Furthermore, numerous state listed and relatively rare animal species depend 
on shortgrass prairie habitat for all or part of their life cycle (e.g., swift fox, black-tailed prairie dog, etc.). 

• Sand sage habitats have a relatively limited distribution and extent in the region and yet support a 
diverse array of fauna, including the Lesser Prairie Chicken, which is a candidate species for listing 
under the federal Endangered Species Act. Due to its limited extent, impacts to this habitat type, and 
associated indirect impacts to the fauna it supports, are magnified when compared to other habitat 
types. In addition, one sand sage community type (e.g., Artemisia filifolia/Andropogon hallii) is 
considered to be state imperiled (S2) in Colorado (CNHP 2008), and other sand sage community types 
are considered to be imperiled or threatened in neighboring states (e.g., Kansas, Nebraska). This is 
somewhat indicative of the importance of sand sage habitat in general. Sand sage itself is considered to 
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be imperiled in Wyoming, and its status is currently under review in Colorado and several other states 
(NatureServe 2008). 

• Wetland/riparian areas provide important functions to society, such as flood attenuation, wildlife habitat, 
and water quality improvement. In terms of wildlife habitat, wetland/riparian areas in the US 50 project 
area provide habitat for numerous common and special-status species, support migrating waterfowl and 
many neotropical migrants, are important foraging areas for over-wintering Bald Eagles, and provide 
rookeries for Great Blue Herons. Additionally, many of the projected impacts to wetland/riparian areas 
will fall under the jurisdiction of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and so will be regulated by the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). These 
jurisdictional impacts will require mitigation that complies with the Compensatory Mitigation Rule of 2008, 
or current guidance from the USACE, EPA, or both. In addition, projects that receive federal funding or 
include another form of federal involvement (e.g., Federal Highway Administration), such as the US 50 
Tier 1 EIS, also must comply with Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands. 

• Aquatic habitats in the US 50 project area either already support, or have the potential to support, 
several state and federally listed plains minnow species, such as the Arkansas darter, southern redbelly 
dace, and suckermouth minnow. Aquatic habitats also support migrating waterfowl and are important 
foraging areas for wading birds and Bald Eagles. Most of these areas also are regulated by the USACE, 
and any impacts will require a Clean Water Act Section 404 permit in compliance with the Compensatory 
Mitigation Rule of 2008 (or latest guidance) and Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands. 

• Farmland in the Lower Arkansas Valley consists of both irrigated and dry-land farming. These habitat 
types have intensely altered the natural environment for the benefit of crop production. Even though this 
habitat type has greatly reduced species diversity, it can be important to local and migratory wildlife 
during certain times of the year. For example, waste grain, such as wheat and corn, are important food 
sources for waterfowl and Sand Hill Cranes during fall migration. 

1.5. Natural Resource Impacts 
The US 50 Tier 1 EIS impact projections for natural 
resources were completed by assuming a 250-foot 
roadway footprint would occur within the 1,000-foot-
wide Build Alternatives. For example, if within a 
specific roadway segment, 10 acres of 
wetland/riparian area were identified, then based on 
the 250-foot-wide footprint, approximately 25 percent 
of the wetland/riparian area could be impacted, which 
is 2.5 acres (see Figure 1-5). Since the roadway 
footprint (i.e., alignment) will not be determined until 
Tier 2 studies, it is impossible to identify which specific 
resources may be impacted. Therefore, actual impacts 
may be higher or lower than these estimates, and 
some impacts could be avoided or minimized as 
design details become available during Tier 2 studies. 

Table 1-1 shows estimated direct impacts to various 
habitat types in the US 50 project area. Indirect 
impacts of particular concern include habitat 
fragmentation and the spread and establishment of 
noxious weeds. 

Figure 1-5. Impact Calculation Example 
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Table 1-1. Potential Impacts to Critical Habitat Types in the US 50 Project Area 

Vegetation Cover Type Potential Impacts 

Grasslands (primarily shortgrass prairie) 642 acres to 1,025 acres 

Shrublands (primarily sand sage) 173 acres to 294 acres 

Wetland/riparian areas 587 acres to 712 acres 

Aquatic habitat—perennial streams 0.6 mile to 1.2 miles 

Aquatic habitat—all non-wetland channels 12.5 miles to 15.4 miles 

Aquatic habitat—standing waterbodies 9.1 acres to 12.5 acres 

 

There are 13 special-status species that are more likely than others to be impacted by the Build Alternatives, 
and they are listed in Table 1-2, along with their listing status. This list should not be considered a 
comprehensive or complete list of species that may be impacted, nor should it imply that these species will 
be impacted, only that they have a higher likelihood to be impacted due to their distribution within the US 50 
project area. 

Table 1-2. Special-Status Species with a Higher Likelihood of Being Impacted by the 
Build Alternatives 

Special-Status Species Listing Status 

Bird Species 

Burrowing Owl Listed as threatened by the State of Colorado 

Ferruginous Hawk Species of concern in Colorado 

Lesser Prairie Chicken Federally listed as threatened 

Long-Billed Curlew Species of concern in Colorado 

Mountain Plover Species of concern in Colorado 

Fish Species 

Arkansas Darter 
Federal candidate for listing, listed as 
threatened by the State of Colorado 

Southern Redbelly Dace Listed as endangered by the State of Colorado 

Suckermouth Minnow Listed as endangered by the State of Colorado 

Herptile Species 

Massasauga Snake Species of concern in Colorado 

Plains Leopard Frog Species of concern in Colorado 

Texas Horned Lizard Species of concern in Colorado 

Mammal Species 

Black-Tailed Prairie Dog Species of concern in Colorado 

Swift Fox Species of concern in Colorado 

 

1.6. Natural Resource Mitigation Goals 
As part of the development of this natural resource mitigation plan, CDOT representatives met with members 
of the Agency Working Group to discuss the overall concept of the plan and some guiding principles that 
could be used to develop it. This meeting provided CDOT with the general direction needed to develop 
broad mitigation goals, formulate general mitigation strategies, and then to identify specific strategies and 
partnering opportunities. This framework is discussed in detail in Section 2, Natural Resource Mitigation 
Strategies, of this document. This section (Section 1.6) describes the goals that guided the selection of 
general mitigation strategies. Section 2, Natural Resource Mitigation Strategies, describes these general 
mitigation strategies and discusses early mitigation, mitigation banking, and opportunities for mitigation 
partnerships. 
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The Lower Arkansas River Valley supports rich and abundant plant and wildlife resources, ranging from rare 
species of plants and fish to throngs of migrating Snow Geese. In recognition of this abundance, this plan 
includes several goals for mitigation activities specifically associated with the US 50 Tier 1 EIS and 
subsequent Tier 2 studies that reflect an overall commitment to maintaining, enhancing, and protecting these 
resources for future generations. Perhaps unavoidably for a project of this scale, many of these goals and 
objectives are broader in scope than can be accomplished by any one agency or organization working alone, 
and so will require the ongoing collaboration and commitment of the Agency Working Group and their 
partners. 

This process, which began with the setting of goals, provides a predictable framework for evaluating what 
general mitigation strategies support these goals and how mitigation banking, early mitigation strategies, and 
partnering opportunities would meet the goals and regulatory requirements for impacts to natural resources. 

1.6.1. Goal 1—Maintain and enhance biodiversity in the Lower Arkansas 
River Valley 

It is becoming increasingly clear to scientists, researchers, and agencies that—for mitigation to be 
effective—several different spatial scales must be addressed simultaneously. This goal involves careful 
consideration of the multiple levels of organization found in natural systems, including landscape, 
ecosystem, species, and genetic (see Figure 1-6) (Haufler et al. 2002). This goal corresponds to mitigation 
strategies 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 9, 12, 13, and 15 (see Section 2, Natural Resources Mitigation Strategies, of this 
document). 

1.6.2. Goal 2—Improve ecosystem 
integrity in the Lower Arkansas 
River Valley 

Ecosystem integrity is used in the sense of a natural 
system being complete, unimpaired, and sound (Haufler 
et al 2002). Improving ecosystem integrity will entail the 
improvement of ecosystem dynamics, processes, and 
functions. This goal corresponds to mitigation strategies 
1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, and 15 (see Section 2, 
Natural Resources Mitigation Strategies, of this 
document). 

1.6.3. Goal 3—Accommodate social and economic objectives when 
possible 

Achieving harmony among the often-competing ecological, social, and economic objectives within the US 50 
project area will be critical to the long-term sustainability and viability of natural resource mitigation activities 
in the Lower Arkansas River Valley. For this reason, the social and economic objectives of local 
communities, local governments, and local businesses should be considered during the development of 
natural resource mitigation activities completed for the US 50 Tier 1 EIS and subsequent Tier 2 studies. For 
example, the 2035 comprehensive plan for the town of Fowler calls for town leaders to “maximize birding 
trail opportunities” as a way to attract tourists (Town of Fowler 2009). Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) 
also has planned to install a kiosk in town highlighting a birding trail located nearby. Instances like this one, 
where social or economic objectives could be met along with natural resource preservation goals, should be 
considered when mitigation activities are developed. This goal corresponds to mitigation strategies 6, 9, 14, 
and 15 (see Section 2, Natural Resources Mitigation Strategies, of this document).  

   
LANDSCAPE LEVEL 

  

ECOSYSTEM LEVEL 
  

SPECIES LEVEL 

GENETIC 

LEVEL 

Figure 1-6. Spatial Scales of Biological 
Organization 
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2. Natural Resource Mitigation 
Strategies 

The mitigation strategies presented in this document are provided as general guidelines to be followed while 
conducting mitigation for natural resources impacted by improvements made to US 50 when projects 
resulting from Tier 2 studies are constructed. It is assumed that any activities pursued under these 
guidelines will result in mitigation credits for the lead agencies (CDOT and FHWA) for the impacts 
associated with this project. A mitigation activity that deviates substantially from these mitigation strategies, 
but remains true to one or more of the mitigation goals stated previously, may be acceptable provided that 
formal, written approval from the Agency Working Group is obtained prior to initiating the mitigation activity. 
The general hierarchy of the mitigation strategies is shown in Figure 2-1 (on the next page). 

An underlying assumption for all of these mitigation strategies is that avoidance and minimization of impacts 
will be pursued to the greatest practicable extent during the development of Tier 2 studies, but that the need 
for some compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts will still exist. Tier 2 studies will be developed to 
avoid and minimize harm to natural resources whenever possible. This document is being developed to 
guide actions when, after avoidance and minimization efforts, some mitigation is still required. 

A second underlying assumption is that one or more legally binding agreements (e.g., memorandum of 
agreement, banking instrument, etc.) will be created among all participating agencies so that any mitigation 
activities performed by CDOT for the US 50 Tier 1 EIS are honored by these agencies in the future. The 
improvements recommended by the US 50 Tier 1 EIS are not currently funded. However, any future 
improvements related to this project will need at least one comprehensive, legally binding document to bind 
signatory agencies to the agreements and arrangements provided here so that mitigation requirements are 
predictable and stable. It is recognized that other regulatory processes will be needed to implement a 
banking instrument (Section 404 permit, Section 7 consultation, etc.). However, this more inclusive 
agreement would facilitate the planning and associated budgeting of mitigation actions. Legally binding 
agreements also will give CDOT and FHWA the assurances they need to actively pursue mitigation 
opportunities as they arise, as well as provide added assurances to the regulatory agencies with respect to 
the long-term management of these areas. 

A third underlying assumption is that CDOT will implement adaptive management precepts to the natural 
resource mitigation strategies presented in this document. In other words, CDOT will review and revise 
impact calculations, regulations/guidance, state and federally listed species, and other information, as 
needed, so that mitigation strategies can be revised to adequately address relevant issues related to 
species, habitat, and regulations or guidance. These revisions then will be presented to the Agency Working 
Group for approval. This is significant because the improvements to US 50 that are recommended by the US 
50 Tier 1 EIS are not currently funded, and any of these improvements that could occur in the future are 
expected to be completed over a long period of time (i.e., decades, not months or years). During this 
extended time period it is likely that many changes will occur in the regulations, populations of species, and 
available habitat occurring within the US 50 project area. Without periodic revisions, mitigation strategies 
developed for the US 50 Tier 1 EIS could become obsolete, unnecessary, or irrelevant. 

The mitigation strategies detailed below have been categorized as general mitigation strategies, mitigation 
banking strategies, early mitigation strategies, and partnering opportunities. 
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Figure 2-1. Hierarchy of US 50 Tier 1 EIS Mitigation Strategies 


